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Gulf Coast Parkway (ETDM #7559)
Justification for Eliminating Alternatives in the
Environmental Screening Tool (EST)

The following information was entered into the EST as justification for eliminating each
alternative. This text was derived directly from correspondence between the FDOT, Opportunity
Florida, FHWA and state and federal agencies that make up the ETAT.

EST Alternatives #1 through #6: The Gulf Coast Parkway project (ETDM #7559) was
submitted, on behalf of Opportunity Florida, as part of the ETDM process into the
Environmental Screening Tool (EST) for Environmental Technical Advisory Team (ETAT)
review in February 2006. The review consisted of six alignments within the recommended
Corridor B of the original Corridor Feasibility Study. During the ETAT review period, the level
of Dispute Resolution Degree of Effects was selected by the U.S. Army Corp of Engineers, U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and Northwest Florida Water
Management District for the Wetlands, Wildlife and Habitat, and Secondary and Cumulative
Effects issues within Corridor B. Through coordination with the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA), FDOT District Three and FHWA met with the agencies with
jurisdiction over these issues, to discuss and potentially resolve these Dispute Resolutions.

One of the decisions resulting from the Dispute Resolution Meeting is for Opportunity Florida to
submit, not just Corridor B but to submit all viable corridors to the ETAT for review through the
EST. These corridors include corridors from the previous Corridor Study Report completed in
2004 which can be downloaded from the EST. As part of the ETDM Programming Screen
Evaluation for the Gulf Coast Parkway project, an opportunity was extended on November 16,
2006 to state and federal agency members of the ETAT to offer Alternative Corridors for
consideration in the Project Development and Environment (PD&E) Study. Eight alternative
corridors were received to be considered in addition to the five corridors analyzed during the
Gulf Coast Parkway Corridor Study completed in 2003.

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) guidelines require that in order for any corridor to
be considered viable, it must meet the projects accepted purpose and need. In correspondence
sent to FDOT by FHWA on January 25, 2007, FHWA determined that of the 13 corridors
considered, six (Corridors E, F, G, 1, J, and M) were not considered viable corridors because they
do not meet the projects accepted purpose and need. Corridors A, B, C, D, H, K, and L will be
carried forward for continued study.

EST Alternatives #19 and #20: As part of the ETDM Programming Screen Evaluation for the Gulf
Coast Parkway project, an opportunity was extended to state and federal agency members of the ETAT to
offer Alternative Corridors for consideration in the Project Development and Environment (PD&E)
Study. Notification of a two week period (10 business days) for submitting corridors was sent November
16, 2006. At the close of the period eight alternative corridors were received, to be considered in addition
to the five corridors analyzed during the Gulf Coast Parkway Corridor Study completed in 2003.

EST Alternative #19 and #20 were created as placeholders for any additional alternative corridors that
were submitted by the ETAT. Since no other alternatives were received the placeholder has been
eliminated.
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Corridor E (EST Alternative #21): Original corridor analyzed as a part of the Gulf Coast Parkway
Corridor Feasibility study, this corridor is approximately 40.79 miles long. Its northern terminus is
approximately 29.19 miles from the proposed new airport; 21.60 miles from the existing airport; and 8.41
miles from the Intermodal Distribution Center. An alignment within this corridor could not provide direct
access back to US 98. This corridor meets two of nine criteria for purpose and need and is NOT
recommended for further study.

This corridor fails to meet the following criteria as it does not:

Reduce travel times for residents from south Bay and Gulf Counties to employment centers in Bay
County.
- An alignment within this corridor would be approximately 31.32 miles longer than the
existing US 98 route (approximately 26.52 miles in total length). Based on distance from
southern terminus to the nearest Panama City, city limit.

Provide a more direct route between US 98 and new freight transfer facilities on US 231 within Bay
County
- An alignment within this corridor would be approximately 15.29 miles longer than the
existing US 98 route (approximately 33.80 miles in total length)

Improve access between enterprise zones along CR 386 and US 98 in Gulf County and US 231 in Bay
County.
- The length of this corridor is nearly 15 miles longer than the length of the existing US 98
route, and the northern terminus is located 16.72 miles from enterprise zones in Bay County,
thus it does not meet this criteria.

Provide a more direct route from south Gulf County to the Panama City International Airport (both
existing and proposed).

- An alignment within this corridor would be approximately 31.29 miles longer to the existing
airport and 22.48 miles longer to the proposed airport than the existing US 98 route (which is
approximately 31.10 miles and 47.50 miles in distance from the existing and proposed
airports respectively)

Increase traffic capacity for existing roadways; in particular for the currently congested sections of US
98.

- On US 98 through Bay County level of service is beginning to fail. A roadway through this
corridor will be approximately 31.32 miles longer than the existing US 98 route
(approximately 26.52 miles) and is therefore unlikely to attract trips from the overly
congested portions of US 98.

Improve security for the Tyndall Air Force Base by providing an alternative route to
US 98.

- The location of this corridor travels along existing roadways (CR 386, Jarrott Daniels Road,
and SR 22) to provide the nearest access to US 98. As these routes all currently exist an
alignment through this corridor would not provide another alternative route to US 98 around
Tyndall AFB.

Identify a new corridor consistent with the adopted Bay County Long Range Transportation Plan; and the
Bay and Gulf Counties Comprehensive Plans.
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- Since this corridor does not provide improved access between intermodal facilities, improve
travels times between south Gulf County and US 98, nor serve as an alternative route to US
98 around Tyndall AFB, it would not be consistent with the goals set forth in the above
mention plans.

Corridor F (EST Alternative #22): Submitted by the Northwest Florida Water Management District
(NWFWMD), this corridor is approximately 53.08 miles long. Its northern terminus is approximately
21.12 miles from the proposed new airport; 4.6 miles from the existing airport; and 8.99 miles from the
Intermodal Distribution Center. An alignment within this corridor would provide access back to US 98
on the existing SR 22 roadway. This corridor meets none of the criteria for purpose and need and is
NOT recommended for further study.

This corridor fails to meet the following criteria as it does not:

Reduce travel times for residents from south Bay and Gulf Counties to employment centers in Bay
County.
- Since this corridor is on entirely existing roadways that are farther away from the areas
concerned as well as 26.58 miles longer than the existing US 98 route this criteria cannot be
met.

Provide a more direct route between US 98 and new freight transfer facilities on US 231 within Bay
County
- An alignment within this corridor would be approximately 28.20 miles longer than the
existing US 98 route (approximately 33.80 miles in total length)

Improve access between enterprise zones along CR 386 and US 98 in Gulf County and US 231 in Bay
County.
- This corridor does not improve access as it is on existing roadways that already provide this
access.

Provide a direct route for tourists traveling US 231 to reach vacation and recreation opportunities in
south Gulf County
- This corridor does not reach US 231 until almost within the limits of Panama City. As it is
on existing roadways, it does not provide any more direct access than what is already
available.

Provide a more direct route from south Gulf County to the Panama City International Airport (both
existing and proposed).

- An alignment within this corridor would be approximately 31.18 miles longer to the existing
airport and 26.70 miles longer to the proposed airport than the existing US 98 route (which is
approximately 31.10 miles and 47.50 miles in distance from the existing and proposed
airports respectively)

Increase traffic capacity for existing roadways; in particular for the currently congested sections of US
98.

- On US 98 through Bay County level of service is beginning to fail. A roadway through this
corridor will be approximately 26.58 miles longer than the existing US 98 route
(approximately 26.52 miles) and is therefore unlikely to attract trips from the overly
congested portions of US 98.
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Improve security for the Tyndall Air Force Base by providing an alternative route to US 98.
- The location of this corridor travels along existing roadways (SR 71 and SR 22) to provide
the nearest access to US 98. As these routes all currently exist an alignment through this
corridor would not provide another alternative route to US 98 around Tyndall AFB.

Provide alternatives to the existing emergency evacuation routes
- No alternative evacuation routes are provided by this corridor.

Identify a new corridor consistent with the adopted Bay County Long Range Transportation Plan; and the
Bay and Gulf Counties Comprehensive Plans.
- Since this corridor does not provide improved access between intermodal facilities, improve
travels times between south Gulf County and US 98, nor serve as an alternative route to US
98 around Tyndall AFB, it would not be consistent with the goals set forth in the above
mention plans.

Corridor I (EST Alternative #23): Submitted by the USACOE, the northern terminus does not intersect
with US 231 as defined in the project’s purpose and need statement. Instead the terminus is at [-10 and
thus the corridor length is approximately 74.81 miles long. At its nearest point, the corridor is 46.93
miles from the proposed new airport; 32.89 miles from the existing airport; and 32.93 miles from the
Intermodal Distribution Center. An alignment within this corridor would not provide access back to US
98. This corridor meets none of the criteria for purpose and need and is NOT recommended for
further study.

This corridor fails to meet the following criteria as it does not:

Reduce travel times for residents from south Bay and Gulf Counties to employment centers in Bay
County.
- This corridor is on entirely existing roadways that are farther away from the areas concerned,
at its closest point the route is approximately 23.72 miles longer than the existing US 98
route. Further, the corridor’s improvement do not extend to employment centers in Bay
County

Provide a more direct route between US 98 and new freight transfer facilities on US 231 within Bay
County
- An alignment within this corridor would be approximately 23.72 miles longer than the
existing US 98 route (approximately 33.80 miles in total length)

Improve access between enterprise zones along CR 386 and US 98 in Gulf County and US 231 in Bay
County.
- This corridor does not improve access as it is on existing roadways that already provide this
acCCess.

Provide a direct route for tourists traveling US 231 to reach vacation and recreation opportunities in
south Gulf County
- This corridor does not reach US 231.



Provide a more direct route from south Gulf County to the Panama City International Airport (both
existing and proposed).
- No additional access to either airport is provided by this corridor.

Increase traffic capacity for existing roadways; in particular for the currently congested sections of US
98.
- Improvements to the existing roadways through this corridor will not improve congestion on
most of the roads in the study area.

Improve security for the Tyndall Air Force Base by providing an alternative route to US 98.
- The location of this corridor travels along existing roadways (CR 386 and SR 71) and does
not provide access to US 98. Thus this would not provide an alternative route.

Provide alternatives to the existing emergency evacuation routes
- No alternate evacuation routes are provided by this corridor.

Identify a new corridor consistent with the adopted Bay County Long Range Transportation Plan; and the
Bay and Gulf Counties Comprehensive Plans.
- Improvements to CR 386 and SR 71 are not mentioned in any of the above plans.

Corridor G (EST Alternative #24): Submitted by the NWFWMD, this corridor is approximately 51.13
miles long. Its northern terminus is approximately 21.12 miles from the proposed new airport; 4.6 miles
from the existing airport; and 8.99 miles from the Intermodal Distribution Center. An alignment within
this corridor would provide access back to US 98 on the existing SR 22 roadway. This corridor meets
none of the criteria for purpose and need and is NOT recommended for further study.

This corridor fails to meet the following criteria as it does not:

Reduce travel times for residents from south Bay and Gulf Counties to employment centers in Bay
County.
- Since this corridor is on entirely existing roadways that are farther away from the areas
concerned as well as 24.63 miles longer than the existing US 98 route this criteria cannot be
met.

Provide a more direct route between US 98 and new freight transfer facilities on US 231 within Bay
County
- An alignment within this corridor would be approximately 24.63 miles longer than the
existing US 98 route (approximately 33.80 miles in total length)

Improve access between enterprise zones along CR 386 and US 98 in Gulf County and US 231 in Bay
County.
- This corridor does not improve access as it is on existing roadways that already provide this
access.

Provide a direct route for tourists traveling US 231 to reach vacation and recreation opportunities in
south Gulf County
- This corridor does not reach US 231 until almost within the limits of Panama City. As it is
on existing roadways it does not provide any more direct access than what is already
available.
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Provide a more direct route from south Gulf County to the Panama City International Airport (both
existing and proposed).

- An alternative within this corridor would be approximately 31.18 miles longer to the existing
airport and 26.70 miles longer to the proposed airport than the existing US 98 route (which is
approximately 31.10 miles and 47.50 miles in distance from the existing and proposed
airports respectively)

Increase traffic capacity for existing roadways; in particular for the currently congested sections of US
98.

- On US 98 through Bay County level of service is beginning to fail. A roadway through this
corridor will be approximately 24.63 miles longer than the existing US 98 route
(approximately 26.52 miles) and is therefore unlikely to attract trips from the overly
congested portions of US 98.

Improve security for the Tyndall Air Force Base by providing an alternative route to US 98.
- The location of this corridor travels along existing roadways (CR 386 and SR 22) to provide
the nearest access to US 98. As these routes all currently exist an alignment through this
corridor would not provide another alternative route to US 98 around Tyndall AFB.

Provide alternatives to the existing emergency evacuation routes
- No alternative evacuation routes are provided by this corridor.

Identify a new corridor consistent with the adopted Bay County Long Range Transportation Plan; and the
Bay and Gulf Counties Comprehensive Plans.

Since this corridor does not provide improved access between intermodal facilities, improve travels times
between south Gulf County and US 98, nor serve as an alternative route to US 98 around Tyndall AFB, it
would not be consistent with the goals set forth in the above mention plans.

Corridor J (EST Alternative #25): Submitted by the USACOE, the northern terminus does not
intersect with US 231 as defined in the project’s purpose and need statement. Instead the terminus is at I-
10 and thus the corridor length is approximately 74.81 miles long. At its nearest point, the corridor is
46.93 miles from the proposed new airport; 32.89 miles from the existing airport; and 32.93 miles from
the Intermodal Distribution Center. An alignment within this corridor would not provide access back to
US 98. This corridor meets none of the criteria for Purpose and Need and is NOT recommended for
further study.

This corridor fails to meet the following criteria as it does not:

Reduce travel times for residents from south Bay and Gulf Counties to employment centers in Bay
County.
- This corridor is on entirely existing roadways that are farther away from the areas concerned,
at its closest point the route is approximately 21.00 miles longer than the existing US 98
route. Further, the corridor’s improvement do not extend to employment centers in Bay
County

Improve access between enterprise zones along CR 386 and US 98 in Gulf County and US 231 in Bay
County.
- This corridor does not improve access as it is on existing roadways that already provide this
access.
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Provide a direct route for tourists traveling US 231 to reach vacation and recreation opportunities in
south Gulf County
- This corridor does not reach US 231.

Provide a more direct route from south Gulf County to the Panama City International Airport (both
existing and proposed).
- No additional access to either airport is provided by this corridor.

Increase traffic capacity for existing roadways; in particular for the currently congested sections of US
98.
- Improvements to the existing roadways through this corridor will not improve congestion on
most of the roads in the study area.

Improve security for the Tyndall Air Force Base by providing an alternative route to US 98.
- The location of this corridor travels along existing roadways (CR 386, SR 71) and does not
provide access to US 98. Thus this would not provide an alternative route.

Provide alternatives to the existing emergency evacuation routes
- No alternate evacuation routes are provided by this corridor.

Identify a new corridor consistent with the adopted Bay County Long Range Transportation Plan; and the
Bay and Gulf Counties Comprehensive Plans.
- Improvements to CR 386 and SR 71 are not mentioned in any of the above plans.

Corridor M (EST Alternative #26): Submitted by the USACOE, its northern terminus does not
intersect with US 231 as defined in the project’s purpose and need statement. Instead its terminus is at I-
10 and thus the corridor length is approximately 74.81 miles long. At it’s nearest point the corridor is
46.93 miles from the proposed new airport; 32.89 miles from the existing airport; and 32.93 miles from
the Intermodal Distribution Center. An alignment within this corridor would not provide access back to
US 98. This corridor meets none of the criteria for purpose and need and is NOT recommended for
further study.

This corridor fails to meet the following criteria as it does not:

Reduce travel times for residents from south Bay and Gulf Counties to employment centers in Bay
County.
- This corridor is on entirely existing roadways that are farther away from the areas concerned,
at its closest point the route is approximately 23.72 miles longer than the existing US 98
route. Further, the corridor’s improvement do not extend to employment centers in Bay
County

Provide a more direct route between US 98 and new freight transfer facilities on US 231 within Bay
County
- An alignment within this corridor would be approximately 23.72 miles longer than the
existing US 98 route (approximately 33.80 miles in total length)

Improve access between enterprise zones along CR 386 and US 98 in Gulf County and US 231 in Bay
County.
- This corridor does not improve access as it is on existing roadways that already provide this
access.
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Provide a direct route for tourists traveling US 231 to reach vacation and recreation opportunities in
south Gulf County
- This corridor does not reach US 231.

Provide a more direct route from south Gulf County to the Panama City International Airport (both
existing and proposed).
- No additional access to either airport is provided by this corridor.

Increase traffic capacity for existing roadways; in particular for the currently congested sections of US
98.
- Improvements to the existing roadways through this corridor will not improve congestion on
most of the roads in the study area.

Improve security for the Tyndall Air Force Base by providing an alternative route to US 98.
- The location of this corridor travels along existing roadways (CR 386, SR 71, and SR 73) and
does not provide access to US 98. Thus this would not provide an alternative route.

Provide alternatives to the existing emergency evacuation routes
- No alternate evacuation routes are provided by this corridor.

Identify a new corridor consistent with the adopted Bay County Long Range Transportation Plan; and the
Bay and Gulf Counties Comprehensive Plans.
- Improvements to CR 386 and SR 71 are not mentioned in any of the above plans.
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Segment Pairs Analysis Documentation

B-1



Comparative Evaluation of Segments

Comparison of Segments 3 and 4

Segments 3 and 4 represent the two options for how Alternatives 8, 14, and 15 cross over
Wetappo Creek and the Intercoastal Waterway. Segment 3 is approximately 0.5 miles shorter
than Segment 4. Table 1 shows the comparative evaluation of the two segments, items
highlighted in red represent a major difference in the amount of impacts between the two
segments.

Table 1: Segment 3 and Segment 4 Comparison

Segment 3 Segment 4
Total Acres 161.2 172.3
Total Length (miles) 53 5.8
Physical and Social
Fire Station Locations(250' Segment Buffer) 0 1
Archeological Site 0 0
Historical Structure Locations 0 5
Storage Tanks (250' Segment Buffer) 0 2
Total Parcels 19 31
Residential Relocations 0 0
Business Relocations 0 0
Habitat
FNAI Managed Areas
FNAI A 0 0
FNAI B 12.3 7.2
FNAIC 0 0
Total Acres 12.3 7.2
FNAI Rare Species Habitat Conservation Priorities
1 (highest) 0 0
2 0 0
3 0 0
4 0 0
5 139.1 143.8
6 (lowest) 0 0
Total Acres 139.1 143.8
Clip Priority(Acres)
1 (highest) 0 0
2 0 0.2
3 74.1 63.5
4 70.6 84.9
5 (lowest) 16.58 6.5
Total Acres 161.2 155.1
Hotspots(Acres)
3-4 Focal Species 16.1 7.5
5-6 Focal Species 35.4 2.4
7+ Focal Species 29.6 0
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Segment 3 Segment 4
Species Occurrence 0 13.9
Total Acres 81.1 23.8
Integrated Wildlife Habitat Ranking System
1 species of Special Concern 0 0
2-3 species of Special Concern 0 58.1
4-5 species of Special Concern 19.2 53.8
6-7 species of Special Concern 29.6 39.2
8-9 species of Special Concern 41.0 21.2
1 Threatened Species 71.5 0
2-3 Threatened Species 0 0
4-5 Threatened Species 0 0
6-7 Threatened Species 0 0
Total Acres 161.3 172.3
TNC (Priority) Ecological Areas(Acres) 0 0
Wetlands
Priority Wetlands
1-3 Focal Species in uplands 19.9 2.6
4-6 Focal Species in uplands 0 0
1-3 Focal Species in wetlands 12.7 0
4-6 Focal Species in wetlands 8 5.0
Total Acres 40.6 7.6
FLUCEFCS (Field) Wetlands (Acres) 78.3 100.4
Species
FNAI FLEO(250' Segment Buffer) 0 0
Black Bear Kills 0 0
Panama City Crayfish (Range) 0 0
Panama City Crayfish (Occurrences ) 0 0
Elemental Occurrence Data (Field) 9 3
Floodplains (FEMA & DFIRM)
100-year Floodplain(Acres) 161.2 172.3
500-year Floodplain(Acres) 0 0
Water Bodie
NHD Waterbodies(Acres) 4.4 0
NHD Area(Acres) 3.2 1.5
Surface Water Class Boundaries(Acres) 0 0
Costs
Right of Way Costs $7.2 $15.8
Wetland Mitigation Costs $7.8 10.0
2-Lane Roadway Cost Estimate $66.2 $62.0
4-Lane Roadway Cost Estimate $108 $131.7
Total Costs $123.0 $157.5

Segment 3 has more natural environmental impacts on both habitat and species, however has less
wetland impacts. At first glance, the lower wetland numbers for a segment entirely on new
alignment versus a segment that travels in part along an existing roadway seems odd. However,
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due to the extra length of Segment 4 the total amount of new alignment for each segment is about
the same.

Segment 4 remains along existing CR 386 for a longer length and therefore has greater impacts
to the social and physical environment, the most notable of which are the five historic structures
(though a determination of eligibility for the historic register has not yet been made for these
structures), and the 12 additional parcel impacts; although neither segment is expected to require
any relocations. Both the right-of-way costs and construction costs for Segment 4 are greater as
well.

Public comment specific to these segments received from Gulf County citizens stated a strong
preference for an alignment that did not create a new bridge over Wetappo Creek, which only
Segment 4 would require. Comment received from the local governments and organizations in
Gulf County stated a preference that the selected alignment remains within the county to help
with the promotion of economic development. Since both segments are entirely within the
county, and since both segments travel through the same designated Enterprise Zone either
segment would be suitable for these concerns.

Both segments help the overall alignments to meet the project’s purpose and need. However
Segment 3 would create a new (high level) bridge over the ICWW and Wetappo Creek that
travels in a more direct route north. Segment 4 would utilize the existing Overstreet Bridge first,
and then create a new (high level) bridge over Wetappo Creek further upstream. Because of the
bridge location for Segment 3, and because the bridge on this segment would not have to first
utilize an existing bridge, Segment 3 would provide a better hurricane evacuation option.

The greater length of Segment 4 makes it a worse option for the avoidance and minimization of
impacts. The amount of total new alignment created by Segment 4 is nearly identical to that of
Segment 3, as a result the natural environmental impacts are not lessened by the fact that a
portion of Segment 4 travels along existing roadway. While Segment 4 performs better at
avoiding species and habitat impacts, it creates greater wetlands impacts, has more physical
environmental impacts, costs approximately $30 million more, and is not as favorable an option
to the citizens based on public comment. Additionally, Segment 4 would perform somewhat less
well in meeting the hurricane evacuation criteria for the project’s purpose and need. Further it is
possible that the additional species and habitat impacts created by Segment 3 could be mitigated
for in a manner that reduces the magnitude of those impacts.

Based on the comparative evaluation of these segments, Segment 3 is considered for further
study and Segment 4 is rejected.

Comparison of Segments 9 and 10

Segments 9 and 10 represent the two options for how Alternatives 8, 14, and 15 travel from north
of the ICWW to SR 22. Segment 9 includes the turning movements represented by Segments 5
or 6 (depending on the segment to the south), while Segment 10 includes the turning movements
represented by Segments 7 or 8 (again, depending on the segment to the south).
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Since Segment 3 was selected for further evaluation in the previous analysis, the turning
movement represented by Segments 6 has been included in the Segment 9 values, and the turning
movement represented by Segment 8 has been included in the Segment 10 values; as Segments 6
and 8 are the turning movements which connect to Segment 3.

Segment 9 is approximately 1.0 miles shorter than Segment 10. Table 2 shows the comparative
evaluation of the two segments, items highlighted in red represent a major difference in the
amount of impacts between the two segments.

Table 2: Segment 9 and Segment 10 Comparison

Segment 5, 6, 9 Segment 7,8,10
Total Acres 178.9 209.4
Total Length (miles) 5.9 6.9
Physical and Social
Fire Station Locations(250' Segment Buffer) 0 0
Archeological Site 0 0
Historical Structure Locations 0 0
Storage Tanks (250' Segment Buffer) 0 0
Total Parcels 9 17
Residential Relocations 0 0
Business Relocations 0 0
Habitat
FNAI Managed Areas (Acres)
FNAI A 0 0
FNAI B 14.5 0
FNAIC 4.6 4.7
Total Acres 19.2 4.7
FNAI Rare Species Habitat Conservation Priorities
1 104.5 187.6
2 0 0
3 0 0
4 0 0
5 0 0
6 0 0
Total Acres 104.5 187.6
Clip Priority(Acres)
1 0 0
2 0 0
3 0 0
4 4.1 5.2
5 174.9 204.2
Total Acres 178.9 209.4
Hotspots(Acres)
3-4 Focal Species 0 0
5-6 Focal Species 2.7 25.9
7+ Focal Species 15.1 3.8
Species Occurrence 0 233
Total Acres 17.8 53.0
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Segment 5, 6, 9 Segment 7,8,10
Integrated Wildlife Habitat Ranking System
1 species of Special Concern 5.8 45.9
2-3 species of Special Concern 41.0 12.5
4-5 species of Special Concern 75.3 97.2
6-7 species of Special Concern 54.5 48.7
8-9 species of Special Concern 2.4 5.1
1 Threatened Species 0 0
2-3 Threatened Species 0 0
4-5 Threatened Species 0 0
6-7 Threatened Species 0 0
Total Acres 178.9 209.4
TNC (Priority) Ecological Areas (Acres) 0 0
Wetlands
Priority Wetlands
1-3 Focal Species in uplands 98.4 45.2
4-6 Focal Species in uplands 0 0
1-3 Focal Species in wetlands 11.3 0
4-6 Focal Species in wetlands 0 0
Total Acres 109.7 45.2
FLUCFCS Wetlands (Acres) 94.6 59.8
Species
FNAI FLEO(250' Segment Buffer) 0 0
Black Bear Kills 0 0
Panama City Crayfish (Range) 0 0
Panama City Crayfish (Occurrences ) 0 0
Element Occurrence Data (Field) 4 5
Floodplains (FEMA & DFIRM)
Floodplains (FEMA & DFIRM)
100-year Floodplain(Acres) 62.9 59.5
500-year Floodplain(Acres) 0 0
Water Bodies
NHD Waterbodies( Acres) 0 14.8
NHD Area (Acres) 0 0
Surface Water Class Boundaries (Acres) 0 0
Costs
Right of Way Costs $0.5 $1.4
Wetland Mitigation Costs $9.5 $6.0
2-Lane Roadway Cost Estimate $34.0 $49.3
4-Lane Roadway Cost Estimate $52.8 $77.6
Total Costs $67.8 $85.0

Segment 10 has more natural environmental impacts to habitat based on the GIS habitat data.
Segment 9 has a larger amount of wetlands impacts based on both the Priority Wetlands GIS data
and the field verified wetlands assessments. Based on the field surveys for species and habitat
impacts there was little difference between the segments.
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Segment 10 has 17 parcel impacts but neither segment requires residential or business
relocations. Neither segment has any other social or physical impacts. Both the right-of-way
costs and total costs for Segment 10 are greater.

No public comment specific to these segments was received from Gulf County citizens.
Comment received from the local governments and organizations in Gulf County stated a
preference that the selected alignment remains within the county to help with the promotion of
economic development. Since both segments are entirely within the county either segment
would be suitable for these concerns.

Both segments equally help the overall alignments to meet the project’s purpose and need.

Based on the field data Segment 10 does a better job at avoiding and minimizing impacts to this
part of the study area. As there are no social impacts, no public preference, and each segment
equally contributes to purpose and need, the major consideration for these segments are impacts
to the natural environment. Segment 10 better avoids wetlands impacts and based on field
surveys does an equal job in avoiding species and habitat impacts.

Based on the comparative evaluation of these segments Segment 10 is considered for
further study and Segment 9 is rejected.

Comparison of Segments 27 and 28

Segments 27 and 28 represent the two options for how Alignments 8 and 17 terminate at an
intersection with US 231 in Bay County. Both segments are connected on the south to existing
Star Avenue. Segment 27 turns to the northeast and travels along existing Cherokee Heights
Road to south of Nehi Road and then continues on new alignment to connect to US 231 north of
the intersection of Nehi Road with US 231. Segment 28 continues north along existing Star
Avenue until it intersects US 231. Segment 27 is approximately 0.6 miles shorter than Segment
28. Table 3 shows the comparative evaluation of the two segments, items highlighted in red
represent a major difference in the amount of impacts between the two segments.

Table 3: Segment 27 and Segment 28 Comparison

Segment 27 Segment 28
Total Acres 42.0 53.6
Total Length (miles) 2.1 2.7
Physical and Social
Fire Station Locations(250' Segment Buffer) 0 0
Religious Centers 0 1
Archeological Site 1 1
Historical Structure Locations 0 0
Storage Tanks (250' Segment Buffer) 0 1
Total Parcels 5 18
Residential Relocations 0 0
Business Relocations 0 1




Segment 27 | Segment 28
Habitat
FNAI Managed Areas
FNAI A 0 0
FNAI B 0 0
FNAIC 0 0
Total Acres 0 0
FNAI Rare Species Habitat Conservation Priorities
1 41.3 42.0
2 0 0
3 0 0
4 0 0
5 0 0
6 0 0
Total Acres 41.3 42.0
Clip Priority(Acres)
1 0 0
2 0 0
3 0.6 0
4 0 0.1
5 41.3 41.0
Total Acres 41.9 41.1
Hotspots(Acres)
3-4 Focal Species 14.3 25.4
5-6 Focal Species 7.5 0
7+ Focal Species 0 0
Species Occurrence 0 0
Total Acres 21.8 25.4
Integrated Wildlife Habitat Ranking System
1 species of Special Concern 0 0
2-3 species of Special Concern 2.0 319
4-5 species of Special Concern 37.1 19.3
6-7 species of Special Concern 2.9 2.6
8-9 species of Special Concern 0 0
1 Threatened Species 0 0
2-3 Threatened Species 0 0
4-5 Threatened Species 0 0
6-7 Threatened Species 0 0
Total Acres 42.0 53.6
TNC (Priority) Ecological Areas(Acres) 0 0
Wetlands
Priority Wetlands
1-3 Focal Species in uplands 9.7 46.1
4-6 Focal Species in uplands 0 0
1-3 Focal Species in wetlands 1.6 0
4-6 Focal Species in wetlands 0 5.5
Total Acres 11.3 51.6
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Segment 27 Segment 28
FLUCFCS (Field) Wetlands (Acres) 13.4 7.8
Species
FNAI FLEO(250' Segment Buffer) 2 5
Black Bear Kills 0 3
Panama City Crayfish (Range) 42.0 53.6
Panama City Crayfish (Occurrences ) 1 2
Elemental Occurrence Data (Field) 2 5
Floodplains (FEMA & DFIRM)
100-year Floodplain(Acres) 6.8 13.2
500-year Floodplain(Acres) 0 0
Water Bodies
NHD Waterbodies(Acres) 0 9.8
NHD Area(Acres) 0 0
Surface Water Class Boundaries(Acres) 0 0
Costs
Right of Way Costs $0.9 $23.6
Wetland Mitigation Costs $1.3 $0.8
2-Lane Roadway Cost Estimate $10.5 $12.3
4-Lane Roadway Cost Estimate $16.3 $19.1
Total Costs $18.5 $43.5

Segment 28 has more natural environmental impacts to habitat based on the GIS habitat data for
the Panama City Crayfish and for Black Bear Kills. Segment 28 is shown to have a much greater
amount of Priority Wetland impacts, though this impact occurs in a part of the data set deemed to
have the lowest priority. Based on the field surveys of wetlands, the actual amount of wetland
impacts for the two segments is not as great as the GIS data indicates. Segment 28 also has
slightly more floodplain impacts, although the value isn’t very high for floodplain impacts in
either Segment.

Segment 28 has a greater overall impact on the social and physical environment as well, having
a greater number of parcel impacts, including one business relocation, and involvement with a
religious center and a potential contamination site, whereas Segment 27 does not. Both segments
may have an impact on one potential archeological site, though it has been recommended as not
eligible for listing in the historic register. The right-of-way costs for Segment 28 are
considerably greater due to the increase in parcel impacts and the required business relocation.

Public comment specific to these segments received from Bay County citizens stated a strong
preference for an alignment that did not follow existing Star Avenue to US 231. These
comments stated that the existing intersection of Star Avenue and US 231 was unsafe and that
additional traffic sent to this location would make the problem worse. Comments received from
the local governments and organizations in Bay County stated a preference that the selected
alignment terminate closer to Panama City and be consistent with future planned roadways and
projects. The Bay County Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) identifies improvements to
US 2321 to route traffic to the new Northwest Florida Beaches International Airport. Segment
27’s intersection with US 231 would provide the GCP with the most direct connection to routes
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to the new airport and would be consistent with the LRTP. Segment 27 therefore has greater
public support than Segment 28.

Both segments help the overall alignments to meet the project’s purpose and need. Segment 27
provides a direct connection to future planned projects identified in the Bay County LRTP and
therefore is better designed to meet this purpose and need criteria. Additionally the intersection
operation at US 231 and Star Avenue is very poor. Creating a new intersection design at Nehi
Road and US 231 will provide improved overall traffic operations to existing congested roads,
which is also a purpose and need criteria for the project.

Based on the minimization of impacts, performance in meeting purpose and need, public
comment, and total costs, Segment 27 does a better job at avoiding and minimizing impacts to
this part of the study area.

Based on the comparative evaluation of these segments Segment 27 is considered for
further study and Segment 28 is rejected.

Comparison of Segment 35 and 36

Segments 35 and 36 represent the two options for how Alignments 14 and 19 travel north on new
alignment between SR 20 and US 231 in Bay County. Segment 35 includes the turning
movement represented by Segment 32, and Segment 36 includes the turning movement
represented by Segment 31; both Segments are 3.3 miles long. Table 4 shows the comparative
evaluation of the two segments, items highlighted in red represent a major difference in the
amount of impacts between the two segments.

Table 4: Segment 35 vs. Segment 36 Comparison

Segment 35 Segment 36
Total Acres 99.3 99.2
Total Length (miles) 3.3 3.3
Physical and Social
Fire Station Locations(250' Segment Buffer) 0 0
Religious Centers 0 0
Archeological Site 1 0
Historical Structure Locations 0 0
Storage Tanks (250' Segment Buffer) 0 0
Total Parcels 10 8
Residential Relocations 0 0
Business Relocations 0 0
Habitat
FNAI Managed Areas

FNAI A 0 0
FNAI B 0 0
FNAIC 0 0
Total Acres 0 0




Segment 35 Segment 36
FNAI Rare Species Habitat Conservation Priorities
1 0 0
2 0 0
3 0 0
4 0 0
5 0 0
6 0 0
Total Acres 0 0
Clip Priority(Acres)
1 0 0
2 0 0
3 62.0 55.5
4 37.3 43.7
5 0 0
Total Acres 99.3 99.2
Hotspots(Acres)
3-4 Focal Species 63.8 61.3
5-6 Focal Species 1.2 4.5
7+ Focal Species 0.7 9.1
Species Occurrence 0 0
Total Acres 65.7 74.9
Integrated Wildlife Habitat Ranking System
1 species of Special Concern 2.3 2.0
2-3 species of Special Concern 33.9 33.1
4-5 species of Special Concern 33.9 49.3
6-7 species of Special Concern 29.2 14.9
8-9 species of Special Concern 0 0
1 Threatened Species 0 0
2-3 Threatened Species 0 0
4-5 Threatened Species 0 0
6-7 Threatened Species 0 0
Total Acres 99.3 99.2
TNC (Priority) Ecological Areas(Acres) 0 0
Wetlands
Priority Wetlands
1-3 Focal Species in uplands 90.5 77.2
4-6 Focal Species in uplands 0 0
1-3 Focal Species in wetlands 4.5 17.8
4-6 Focal Species in wetlands 0 5.5
Total Acres 95.0 95.0
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Segment 35 Segment 36
FLUCFCS (Field) Wetlands (Acres) 26.8 51.1

Species

FNAI FLEO(250' Segment Buffer)
Black Bear Kills

Panama City Crayfish (Range)
Panama City Crayfish (Occurrences )

(=l Kl fanl Fan )} e
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Elemental Occurrence Data (Field)
Floodplains (FEMA & DFIRM)

100-year Floodplain(Acres) 20.3 38.5
500-year Floodplain(Acres) 0 0
Water Bodies
NHD Water Bodies(Acres) 0 13.6
NHD Area(Acres) 0 0
Surface Water Class Boundaries(Acres) 0 0
Costs
Right of Way Costs §7.2 $8.0
Wetland Mitigation Costs $2.7 $5.1
2-Lane Roadway Cost Estimate $15.8 $15.1
4-Lane Roadway Cost Estimate $24 .4 $23.1
Total Costs $34.3 $36.2

Segment 36 has more natural environmental impacts to the Florida Land Use, Cover and Forms
Classification System (FLUCFCS) field verified wetlands, floodplains and NHD water bodies.

Segment 35 has a greater impact to the social environment, as it has one identified archeological
site impact. The site has been evaluated and is not recommended as eligible for the Florida
Master Site File, but a concurrence of this determination is still pending review by the SHPO.

No public comment specific to these segments was received from Bay County citizens or from
the local governments and organizations.

Both segments equally help the overall alignments to meet the project’s purpose and need.

Based on the minimization of natural environmental impacts Segment 35 does a better job at
avoiding and minimizing impacts to this part of the study area. Should either Alignment 14 or
19 be identified as the preferred alternative, an official determination of eligibility from the
SHPO will have to be obtained to determine if avoidance of the archeological site will be
required.

Based on the comparative evaluation of these segments Segment 35 is considered for
further study and Segment 36 is rejected.

Comparison of Segments 38 and 39

Segments 38 and 39 represent the two options for how Alignments 14 and 19 terminate at US
231. Both segments pass through the planned intermodal development center (IDC) in Bay
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County. Table 5 shows the comparative evaluation of the two segments, items highlighted in red
represent a major difference in the amount of impacts between the two segments.

Table 5: Segment 38 vs. Segment 39 Comparison

Segment 38 Segment 39
Total Acres 61.4 66.2
Total Length (miles) 2.5 2.6
Physical and Social
Fire Station Locations(250' Segment Buffer) 0 0
Religious Centers 0 0
Archeological Site 0 0
Historical Structure Locations 0 0
Storage Tanks (250' Segment Buffer) 0 0
Total Parcels 8 5
Residential Relocations 0 0
Business Relocations 0 0
Habitat
FNAI Managed Areas
FNAT A 0 0
FNAIB 0 0
FNAIC 0 0
Total Acres 0 0
FNAI Rare Species Habitat Conservation Priorities
1 0 0
2 0 0
3 0 0
4 0 0
5 0 0
6 0 0
Total Acres 0 0
Clip Priority(Acres)
1 0 0
2 15.7 14.7
3 20.7 26.3
4 25.0 25.2
5 0 0
Total Acres 61.4 66.2
Hotspots(Acres)
3-4 Focal Species 37.5 45.2
5-6 Focal Species 12.4 13.1
7+ Focal Species 0 0
Species Occurrence 0 0
Total Acres 50.0 58.2




Segment 38 Segment 39
Integrated Wildlife Habitat Ranking System
1 species of Special Concern 0 0
2-3 species of Special Concern 1.6 1.2
4-5 species of Special Concern 31.6 26.9
6-7 species of Special Concern 28.2 38.1
8-9 species of Special Concern 0 0
1 Threatened Species 0 0
2-3 Threatened Species 0 0
4-5 Threatened Species 0 0
6-7 Threatened Species 0 0
Total Acres 61.4 66.2
TNC (Priority) Ecological Areas(Acres) 0 0
Wetlands
Priority Wetlands
1-3 Focal Species in uplands 10.7 65.5
4-6 Focal Species in uplands 0 0
1-3 Focal Species in wetlands 50.7 0.7
4-6 Focal Species in wetlands 0 0
Total Acres 61.4 66.2
FLUCFCS (Field) Wetlands (Acres) 29.6 36.0
Species
FNAI FLEO(250' Segment Buffer) 0 0
Black Bear Kills 0 0
Panama City Crayfish (Range) 0 0
Panama City Crayfish (Occurrences ) 0 0
Elemental Occurrence Data (Field) 0 0
Floodplains (FEMA & DFIRM)
100-year Floodplain(Acres) 27.1 17.2
500-year Floodplain(Acres) 0 0
Water Bodies
NHD Water Bodies(Acres) 0 0
NHD Area(Acres) 0 0
Surface Water Class Boundaries(Acres) 0 0
Costs (millions of dollars)
Right of Way Costs $8.9 $5.0
Wetland Mitigation Costs $3.0 $3.6
2-Lane Roadway Cost Estimate $11.3 $11.7
4-Lane Roadway Cost Estimate $17.0 $17.6
Total Costs $28.9 $26.2

Segments 38 and 39 have very similar impacts to the natural, social, and physical environment,
though Segment 38 does provide slightly better avoidance to natural environment impacts.

No public comment specific to these segments was received from Bay County citizens.

Comment received from the local governments and organizations in Bay County, specifically the
Bay County Port Authority, which is responsible for the development of the IDC that is being
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developed where these segments are proposed, was opposed to any alignment that traveled
directly through the planned IDC site. The Bay County Port Authority shared this at the
Stakeholder’s meeting held on November 3™, 2009. Follow-up meetings were held with the Port
Authority to address their concerns and a presentation was made to the Port Authority Board on
December 10", 2009. The Board presented a letter to the FDOT stating their preference that no
alignment travels directly through their planned site after this presentation. From these meetings,
it was learned that as a part of the IDC site plan approval, an area adjacent to and west of the
planned site development was dedicated as a conservation easement to mitigate for the site’s
natural environmental impacts. Segment 39 travels through the middle of this conservation
easement.

Both segments equally help the overall alignments to meet the project’s purpose and need.

Based on the impact that Segment 39 would have to the approved IDC site plan and the
dedicated conservation easement for this plan, Segment 39 is fatally flawed and is not considered
for further study.

Based on the comparative evaluation of these segments Segment 38 is considered for
further study and Segment 39 is rejected.

During the coordination with the Bay County Port Authority the Port Authority stated that it did
not want an alignment that traveled through any of its approved site plan. As a result If either
Alignment 14 or 19 are identified as the preferred alignment then another alternative
segment for intersecting at US 231 will be considered in coordination with the Port
Authority.

Comparison of Segments 41 and 42

Segments 41 and 42 represent the two options for how Alignment 15 would terminate at an
intersection with US 231 in Bay County. Both segments are 4.5 miles in length. Table 6 shows
the comparative evaluation of the two segments, items highlighted in red represent a major
difference in the amount of impacts between the two segments.

Table 6: Segment 41 vs. Segment 42 Comparison

Segment 41 Segment 42
Total Acres 130.5 129.0
Total Length (miles) 4.5 4.5
Physical and Social

Fire Station Locations(250' Segment Buffer) 0 0
Religious Centers 0 0
Archeological Site 0 0
Historical Structure Locations 0 0
Storage Tanks (250' Segment Buffer) 0 0
Total Parcels 10 12
Residential Relocations 1 2
Business Relocations 0 0




| Segment 41 | Segment 42

Habitat
FNAI Managed Areas
FNAI A 0 0
FNAI B 0 0
FNAIC 14.8 10.4
Total Acres 14.8 10.4
FNAI Rare Species Habitat Conservation Priorities
1 5.3 14.9
2 0 0
3 0 0
4 0 0
5 0 0
6 0 0
Total Acres 53 14.9
Clip Priority(Acres)
1 0 0
2 7.6 11.1
3 115.3 101.0
4 2.1 0.9
5 5.3 15.9
Total Acres 130.3 128.8
Hotspots(Acres)
3-4 Focal Species 27.5 33.0
5-6 Focal Species 60.9 36.9
7+ Focal Species 0 0
Species Occurrence 0.2 0.2
Total Acres 60.9 36.9
Integrated Wildlife Habitat Ranking System
1 species of Special Concern 0 9.5
2-3 species of Special Concern 11.7 58.3
4-5 species of Special Concern 64.9 33.9
6-7 species of Special Concern 54.0 27.3
8-9 species of Special Concern 0 0
1 Threatened Species 0 0
2-3 Threatened Species 0 0
4-5 Threatened Species 0 0
6-7 Threatened Species 0 0
Total Acres 130.5 129.0
TNC (Priority) Ecological Areas(Acres) 0 0
Wetlands
Priority Wetlands
1-3 Focal Species in uplands 123.5 119.6
4-6 Focal Species in uplands 0 0
1-3 Focal Species in wetlands 2.1 2.7
4-6 Focal Species in wetlands 0 0
Total Acres 125.6 122.2
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Segment 41 Segment 42
FLUCFCS (Field) Wetlands (Acres) 71.6 54.4
Species

FNAI FLEO(250' Segment Buffer)

Black Bear Kills

Panama City Crayfish (Range)

Panama City Crayfish (Occurrences )

Elemental Occurrence Data (Field)
Floodplains (FEMA & DFIRM)

(=l Kl fanl Fan )} e
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100-year Floodplain(Acres) 18.5 26.7

500-year Floodplain(Acres) 0 0

Water Bodies

NHD Water Bodies(Acres) 0 0

NHD Area(Acres) 0 0

Surface Water Class Boundaries(Acres) 0 0

Costs

Right of Way Costs $12.9 $12.8
Wetland Mitigation Costs $7.2 $5.4
2-Lane Roadway Cost Estimate $22.0 $23.2
4-Lane Roadway Cost Estimate $33.4 $35.3
Total Costs $53.5 $54.4

Segment 41 has more natural environmental impacts to wetlands according to both the Priority
Wetlands Habitat data and to the FLUCFCS field verified wetlands. Segment 42 has more
natural environmental impacts to floodplains and to the field surveyed species element
occurrence data.

Segment 42 has a greater impact to the social environment, as it will require two residential
relocations to Segment 41°s one. The right-of-way and total costs of the segments are similar.

No public comment specific to these segments was received from Bay County citizens or from
the local governments and organizations.

Both segments equally help the overall alignments to meet the project’s purpose and need.
Based on the minimization of impacts to the social environment, floodplains, and the avoidance
of a threatened or endangered species Segment 41 does a better job at avoiding and minimizing

impacts to this part of the study area.

Based on the comparative evaluation of these segments Segment 41 is considered for
further study and Segment 42 is rejected.



APPENDIX C
Resolutions and Letters of Project Support

Panama City Metropolitan Planning Organization 4/28/03 Letter
Panama City Metropolitan Planning Organization Resolution 03-06
Department of the Air Force (Tyndall AFB) 9/9/02 Letter
City of Springfield Resolution 09-10
City of Callaway Resolution 09-23
Bay County Transportation Planning Organization Resolution 09-47
Bay County Chamber of Commerce Resolution of 12/17/09
Bay County Chamber of Commerce 1/8/10 Letter
Gulf County Board of County Commissioners 11/3/09 Letter
Bay County Board of County Commissioners 11/18/09 Letter
Port St. Joe Port Authority 10/24/12 Letter
City of Callaway 11/27/12 Letter

Gulf County Board of County Commissioners 02/12/13 Letter
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APPENDIX D
Gulf Coast Parkway Socioeconomic Subarea Maps
Showing Locations for Future Development

Build Alternative 8 Future Development Scenario
Build Alternative 14 Future Development Scenario
Build Alternative 15 Future Development Scenario
Build Alternative 17 Future Development Scenario

Build Alternative 19 Future Development Scenario
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Build Alternative 8 Future Development Scenario
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Build Alternative 14 Future Development Scenario
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Build Alternative 15 Future Development Scenario
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Build Alternative 17 Future Development Scenario
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Build Alternative 19 Future Development Scenario
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APPENDIX E
Build Alternatives Involvement with Wetlands

Figure 1: Involvement with Named Streams
Figures 2- 12: Involvement with Wetland Soils
Figures 13- 25: Involvement with FLUCCFCS

Figures 26-37: Involvement with Wetlands
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Figure 1 Named Streams
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Figure 2 Soils



Figure 3 Soils



Figure 4 Soils



Figure 5 Soils



Figure 6 Soils



Figure 7 Soils



Figure 8 Soils



Figure 9 Soils
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Figure 10 Soils
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Figure 11 Soils
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Figure 12 Soils
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Figure 13 FLUCFCS
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Figure 14 FLUCFCS
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Figure 15 FLUCFCS
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Figure 16 FLUCFCS
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Figure 17 FLUCFCS
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Figure 18 FLUCFCS
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Figure 19 FLUCFCS
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Figure 20 FLUCFCS
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Figure 21 FLUCFCS
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Figure 22 FLUCFCS
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Figure 23 FLUCFCS
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Figure 24 FLUCFCS
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Figure 25 FLUCFCS

E-26



Figure 26 Wetlands
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Figure 27 Wetlands
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Figure 28 Wetlands
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Figure 29 Wetlands
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Figure 30 Wetlands
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Figure 31 Wetlands
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Figure 32 Wetlands
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Figure 33 Wetlands
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Figure 34 Wetlands
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Figure 35 Wetlands
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Figure 36 Wetlands
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Figure 37 Wetlands
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APPENDIX F
Water Quality Impact Evaluation
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